people use different ways of talking-alternative types of utterance-to promote different types of social relationships in the moment-by-moment unfolding of their interpersonal interactions. However, Gordon's theory does not explain how people construct and recognize you-/I-messages as reflecting or promoting different types of social relationships.
In this article, I examine how TC clients use utterances referencing the self-what Gordon called I-messages-to challenge their peers. Compared to Gordon's prescriptive approach to recommending the use of I-messages, I take a descriptive/naturalistic approach by asking how people use I-messages in their naturally occurring interactions and what they accomplish through them. I concentrate on one particular action that TC clients implement through utterances referencing the self: challenging their peers' perspectives.
1 Adapting
Gordon's locution, I call this practice an I-challenge.
Using conversation analysis (Sidnell and Stivers 2013) , I describe the procedures that TC clients use to construct and recognize utterances referencing the self as actions that challenge their peers' perspectives. Subsequently, I ask what motivates clients' use of Ichallenges and propose that through this practice, clients can handle a problem of experience that they regularly face when they challenge their peers. Finally, I discuss implications for social psychological notions of social influence. I propose that conversation analytic understandings of how people attempt to influence others can expand current views of social influence, which are mainly based on theories of how recipients cognitively process others' messages. My study findings cast new light on influence by identifying constraints informing the ways in which speakers design their actions; such constraints appear to be associated in primis with the very nature of the social activity in which speakers engage-challenging a peer's perspective-and the practical problems that it raises.
Therapeutic Communities
Therapeutic communities (TCs) are residential programs for drug addiction, within which staffled group meetings are a core component. A common activity is for clients to report on their recent experiences to the group (Pino 2016b) . Through that process, they share their perspectives on a range of issues. Other group members-staff and clients-monitor clients'
individual reports for signs of adherence to therapeutic principles, and they challenge clients'
perspectives that contradict them. The TC approach encapsulates this process in the notion of "reality confrontation" (Campling 2001) . In Rapoport's (1959:63) classic rendition, Reality-Confrontation refers to the Unit's [i.e., the TC's] belief that patients should be continuously presented with interpretations of their behavior as it is seen by most others. This is meant to counteract patients' tendencies to use massive denial, distortion, withdrawal, or other mechanisms that interfere with their capacity to relate to others in the normal world.
In more recent versions, emphasis is less on interpretations and more on members' reciprocal feedback on perspectives that might be dysfunctional or unhelpful for the therapeutic process (Shah and Paget 2006) . According to the TC principle of "community as method" (Campling 2001 ), every member is expected to help with others' recovery; one way of doing this is for clients to challenge their peers' perspectives. I examine a practice-the I-challenge-that TC clients employ to implement the process of reality confrontation.
Earlier Studies on Mentions of Personal Experiences
In this article, I examine how TC clients challenge their peers through the practice of mentioning a personal experience. Relevant to the understanding of this phenomenon is prior research in conversation analysis, examining the use of stories and personal experiences. Sacks (1992) examined sequences of talk where a speaker tells a story and the next speaker tells a "second story" designed to display similarities to the first. Speakers design second stories to exhibit "experiential matching" (Heritage and Lindström 1998) , for example, by reporting an experience in which they played a similar role to the first speaker in their own experience. Kendrick (2013) proposed that reciprocity is a fundamental organizational principle in social interaction. According to this principle, when someone reports a personal experience, they systematically provide interlocutors with an opportunity to reciprocate by reporting a similar experience. The idea of reciprocity offers a framework for considering the sequences examined in this article; it suggests that when a TC client shares an experience, other clients have an opportunity to share their own experience in ways that are relevant to the matter under discussion (Wootton 1977) . Sharing experiences would be an available resource that clients can use for different interactional purposes.
Other research has examined actions that people implement by sharing their experiences. Second speakers report matching experiences to affiliate with first speakers (Ruusuvuori 2005) or convey a sense of solidarity and support, such as in Alcoholics
Anonymous (Arminen 2004) . People also use personal experiences to depart from the perspective of a prior speaker. For instance, speakers can report an experience to indirectly offer a new understanding of the other's experience (Arminen 2004) or normalize the other's experience (Heritage and Lindström 1998; Leudar, Antaki, and Barnes 2006) . In this study, I
focus on how mentioning a personal experience can be used to depart from an interlocutor's perspective; through this practice, TC clients challenge-rather than share-their peers'
perspectives.
Methods
Data was collected between 2009 and 2014 in three TCs in Italy; these were a residential TC for drug addiction, a residential TC for drug addiction and mental health issues, and a semiresidential TC for young adults with drug addiction. The TCs delivered intensive residential or semi-residential rehabilitation involving work, educational, and leisure activities. Meetings involving the clients and a number of staff members happened in each TC on a weekly basis.
The staff members had a background in education, social work, or psychology. The clients had diagnoses of drug and/or alcohol addiction and sometimes mental health issues. The number of staff per meeting varied from 1 to 4; the number of clients from 3 to 16. Data consisted of 24 audio-or video-recorded meetings lasting 26 hours in total; the instances used in this article are from video-recorded meetings, with the exception of extracts 1 and 3.
My interest in I-challenges emerged within a broader examination of actions that TC clients implement by mentioning their experiences. Using conversation analysis (Sidnell and Stivers 2013) , I collected and analyzed sequences in which clients mentioned personal experiences in response to another group member. I found 12 cases where clients mentioned their experiences in affiliative ways (supporting a peer's perspective), 21 cases where clients mentioned their experiences to challenge a generalizing statement, and 23 cases where clients mentioned their experiences to challenge a peer's perspective. Therefore, my approach was to collect instances of a practice and examine the actions it implements.
In this article, I examine the third set of practices, and I hope to examine the others in future reports. The target practice is not frequent. It occurs in nine recorded meetings, one to eight times per single meeting. Although it is difficult to explain the nonoccurrence of a practice, one possible reason for the relatively rare use of I-challenges is that the staff members mainly provide feedback on the clients' experiences and perspectives in the meetings-not the 
Results
I-challenge is the interactional practice (Schegloff, 1997) of mentioning a personal experience to convey the action of challenging someone's perspective. Before introducing the distinctive features of I-challenges, I observe that clients also use the practice of mentioning their experience to share-rather than challenge-a peer's perspective. In extract 1, Lidia (client A) is recounting the time she disclosed her condition as a drug user to her parents (lines 1-5). Enrico (client B) issues an appreciative assessment (line 6), whose valence Lidia matches in a subsequent assessment (lines 7-8) . In this context of established concordance, Enrico mentions he had an equivalent experience ("anche per me," literally translatable as "also for me," and translated as "for me too" in idiomatic English; line 11). He does not introduce his experience contrastively but in a way that conveys experiential matching (Heritage and Lindström 1998) , specifically through the turn-initial "anche"/"also" (see Online Appendix A).
I will show that clients implement I-challenges by commenting on their experience in a way that contrasts with how the other client has commented on their own experience. Also, they often mention that experience in the context of established nonconcordance between the clients' perspectives. 4 (1) IntV4 15:07 'They have found out' Ca = client A (Lidia) Cb = client B (Enrico) .h It was awful=.h but more than anything else . . . . I-challenges: Influencing Others' Perspectives by Mentioning Personal Experiences in 80(3) , 217-242.
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TC clients also implement challenges through practices other than mentioning their experience.
In extract 2, the group members are discussing a phase in the therapeutic community (TC) In what follows, I examine how clients construct and recognize I-challenges. Subsequently, I
ask what drives clients' use of I-challenges and propose that this practice enables them to manage a fundamental problem of experience raised by the activity of challenging others. inferentially extends the applicability of B's perspective to A's case. Importantly, B does not make the link between the two experiences explicit; rather, they make it inferable through a syllogistic procedure (Gill and Maynard 1995; Pino 2016a) . By establishing that their experience is relevantly similar to A's, B conveys that both clients' cases are instances of the same type of experience. When B comments on their own experience, A can infer that the same perspective applies to their own case. Since B's perspective radically differs from A's previously conveyed perspective, it effectively challenges it. B conveys the sense of an alternative and competitive perspective through the positioning of the turn within the unfolding activity and through its construction. In what follows, I provide two illustrative examples.
I-challenge as a Contrastive Perspective on a Shared Experience
In extract 3, Lidia (client B) mentions her experience to challenge the self-serving character of Enrico's (client A) perspective about his own experience. Enrico is recounting that he used to hide his use of illegal drugs from his parents, the feelings associated with it, and that he decided to seek help at a support service. Enrico's claim that he wanted to stop using drugs is the target of Lidia's I-challenge (lines 17-21). Features of the context preceding Lidia's utterance support its understanding as a challenge. Lidia produces a "M:m" token (line 10) whose emphatic delivery makes it hearable as a negative reaction to Enrico's claim. She realizes it as a stretched "m"-sound with rise-fall intonation, which is perceptually distinct from the more punctual and high-pitched "↑Mm" at line 5, hearable as a continuer. Enrico treats Lidia's "M:m" as a negative reaction to his claim by promptly amending it; he now claims that he did not want to quit using drugs "at first" (lines 13-14). By adjusting his earlier claim,
Enrico displays an understanding that Lidia's reaction targets that part of his talk (lines 8-9).
Therefore, Lidia subsequently mentions her experience (from line 17) in the context of already established nonconcordance with Enrico.
Other elements preceding Lidia's mention of her experience contribute to its understanding as a challenge. Lidia starts a turn with "guarda che"/"look" (line 15), a practice previously found to alert recipients to an upcoming redirection of the talk (Sidnell 2007) . Here, it marks a departure from Enrico's perspective by introducing a competing view. Lidia then starts and abandons what looks like an incipient challenge; she is arguably on her way to claim that "most people"-that is, drug users-do not seek help because they want to stop using drugs. This foreshadows a departure from Enrico's claim that we wanted to quit using drugs;
all the more so because it occurs after a troubles-telling, a place where affiliation is relevant (Jefferson 1988 ). Enrico's admission that he also did not intend to quit (line 22) supports this analysis.
He treats Lidia's mention of her experience as making relevant a revision of the way in which he has described his own experience. Additionally, his post-completion laughter particles (Schegloff 1996) convey a sense of admission, possibly displaying his understanding that Lidia has exposed the self-serving character of his self-description. I examine more evidence of recipients' displayed understandings of I-challenges in the next section.
In extract Cristina's turn (line 7) implements the two operations found in extract 3, although she realizes them concurrently-in the same turn-constructional unit (Schegloff 1996) . First, although
Cristina does not use adverbs such as "anche"/"also," it is clear from the context of her turnafter Mauro's report of his leg problem-that she is proposing her experience was relevantly similar to Mauro's experience (Arminen 2004; Wootton 1977) . Second, she comments on her experience in radically different terms than Mauro has done with his own; it happened "normally," suggesting that her leg spams were not indicative of an underlying problem. The left dislocated "a me"/"to me" conveys that Cristina is offering her experience as a contrastive model against which Mauro can reconsider the meaning of his own. Since Cristina presents her experience as relevantly similar to his, her perspective on that experience inferentially extends to Mauro's case. By normalizing her own experience, Cristina can challenge Mauro's claim that his spasms constitute an abnormal event and thus that they are indicative of withdrawal.
She challenges his perspective without explicitly contesting it.
I-challenges as Attempts at Influencing Recipient Perspectives
In this section, I demonstrate that client A (recipient of the I-challenge) observably treats client B's mention of their own experience as implementing a challenge. Client A-the recipient of the I-challenge-orients to the two constituent operations whereby client B (1) proposes their experience is relevantly similar to A's and (2) Modifying the challenged perspective. This is the first type of response displaying an orientation to both constituent operations of I-challenges. In extract 3, Enrico's responses are sensitive to both operations that Lidia performs. First, after Lidia proposes her experience was relevantly similar to Enrico's (lines 17-18), Enrico confirms that his experience was indeed similar to hers ("Well yes indeed"). 6 Second, after Lidia introduces her competing perspective (her intention was not to quit drugs; lines 20-21), Enrico admits that he did not intend to quit using drugs either ("Yes well neither was mine," line 22), thereby amending his earlier claim (lines 8-9). Enrico thereby treats Lidia's mention of a personal experience as challenging his perspective on his own experience and as giving him an opportunity to correct it, if not even as encouraging him to do so. Cristina's mention of her experience (lines 30-32) implements an I-challenge through the two operations found in extracts 3 and 4. She proposes her experience was relevantly similar to Carlotta's-she also went through methadone reduction (lines 30-31). Then she expresses a perspective that radically differs from Carlotta's "no-problem" perspective on her own experience. As a result of methadone reduction, Cristina was in a "state of depression" (line 32). Carlotta's responses are visibly sensitive to these operations. First, Carlotta treats
Cristina's turn as proposing that Cristina's experience is relevantly similar to Carlotta's by contesting that relevant similarity (line 33); Carlotta is taking six milligrams of Methadone, whereas Cristina was taking a lower dose (line 31). Second, Carlotta treats Cristina's turn as expressing an alternative perspective on the experience of methadone reduction and as extending its applicability to Carlotta's case; Carlotta displays this understanding by rejecting the idea that she has depression (line 34).
Extracts 6 and 7 further illustrate recipients' orientations to both constituent operations of I-challenges through rejections. In extract 6, Carlotta (client A) conveys that it is desirable to smoke in her bedroom-although her mother does not allow her to do so (lines 1-18).
Cristina (client B) challenges this by mentioning her experience ("I can't stand sleeping in the same room where I smoke," lines 21-23). As in extract 5, Carlotta treats this as proposing that
Cristina's perspective-that is, finding the smell of smoke unpleasant-could or should apply to her case by rejecting that applicability ("No no I really don't feel it," line 25) and thereby maintaining her earlier position. Additionally, Carlotta orients to the conveyed relevant similarity of Cristina's experience by proposing that it is actually not relevantly similar;
Cristina might find smoke distasteful because she is pregnant (line 31). Crucially, Ilario treats Luigi's mention of his own experience as proposing that the same perspective should apply to him, which he rejects ("No I didn't feel like that," line 57; a very similar response to extract 6, line 25). Testing and contesting similarity. I turn now to cases where client A orients to the first constituent operation of I-challenges (relevant similarity) but not the second (competitive perspective).
In extract 4, Cristina challenges Mauro's perspective on the meaning of his legs spasm.
Mauro orients to Cristina's conveyed proposal that her experience was relevantly similar to his; he tests its relevant similarity by asking whether she experienced spasms when she was in withdrawal (line 11). Cristina defends her position by suggesting (through the emphatically delivered "↑N↓o" at line 14) that although she was not in withdrawal, her experience is nevertheless relevantly similar to Mauro's precisely because he is not in withdrawal either.
This aspect connects to the second operation of Cristina's turn, that is, the normalizing account-and challenge-it conveys. Mauro's response ("Boh"/"I don't know," line 16) may display his understanding that Cristina has offered her experience as a resource he can use to reevaluate his own experience; that is, "I don't know" may acknowledge that he should do something with her experience but that he "does not know" how. However, unlike the clients These cases show client A challenging the relevant similarity of their own and B's experiences in cases where they also reject the applicability of B's conveyed perspective to their own case. This raises the possibility that A may be doing the same in cases where they do not overtly contest the applicability of the competing perspective, but they test or contest the relevant similarity of their own and B's experiences. Mauro does so in extract 4 (line 11).
Extract 8 presents a similar pattern. Manolo (client A) has relapsed into heroin use a few days before the group meeting (Cristina raises this at lines 25-26); he provides a generic explanation for why this has happened (he was "out of his mind," lines 38-40). Cristina (client B) challenges this by proposing that Manolo relapsed because he is not satisfied with his life (lines 41-45). After an objection by Manolo (lines 46-48), Cristina challenges his perspective by mentioning her own experience (lines 54-58). She refers to the fact-discussed earlier in that meeting-that he is doing several free time activities. By reporting that she does not do as many activities, she implies that her life does not offer many sources of satisfaction and that despite this, she is not using drugs. In response, Manolo contests the relevant similarity of the two experiences ("But you are stronger," line 62). By doing so he can undermine the Ichallenge; specifically, if Cristina is "stronger," her experience cannot be used as a model against which to assess Manolo's propensity to relapse into drug use. 
I-Challenges and the Problem of Experience
Previous research in conversation analysis has found that speakers treat each other's subjective experiences as areas where everyone has special "entitlements" (Peräkylä and Silverman 1991; Sacks 1984) . This means that everyone can usually claim that they are more knowledgeable than others about their own experiences and therefore more entitled to make claims about them.
The activity of challenging a peer's perspective raises a "problem of experience" (Heritage, 2011) ; TC clients are vulnerable to be heard as making unjustified claims on matters of which they do not have first-hand knowledge. Recipients can always object that they know more about their own experience.
Navigating the problem of experience. I-challenges seem especially fitted for navigating the problem of experience. With them, clients only make claims about their own case. To appreciate this, it is useful to consider instances where clients start with a different practice and then switch to an I-challenge.
In extract 3, Lidia (client B) starts a possible challenge by referring to what "most people" do (line 15). She abandons this utterance in progress and switches to mentioning her experience (line 17). The claim about "most people" may already be designed to navigate the problem of experience; "most people" is not "everyone," and therefore this reference form already allows for the possibility that Enrico belongs to the few people to whom the claim does not apply. However, by switching to mentioning her own experience, Lidia avoids any claim that might be heard as being "about" Enrico's experience. She makes a claim about her own experience and leaves it to Enrico to extract implications for himself.
In extract I-challenges are particularly advantageous because with them TC clients avoid making claims about their peers' circumstances, therefore navigating the problem of experience that this activity raises. In doing this, TC clients also achieve two important and closely related outcomes: they give a basis for the challenge, and they promote relational affiliation ( Figure   1 ). At the same time, a claim of shared experience helps clients add force to the challenge.
Although with I-challenges clients only comment on their own experience, the applicability of that claim extends beyond their own individual case. This is because clients construct their case as representative of a class of experiences, of which the recipient's experience is also an instance. For example, in extract 4, line 7, Cristina conveys that her experience does not tally with Mauro's conveyed perspective on his leg spasms. She conveys that there exists at least one case in the world-her own-where things did not quite work in the way that Mauro has described (Drew 1992) . On this basis, Cristina's experience has implications for anyone who made the sorts of claims that Mauro has made and who were in a similar situation. This is evidenced by another client joining in and supporting the alternative perspective (line 19) and by Cristina seeking further confirmation from that client (line 21).
In summary, I-challenges enable clients to navigate the problem of experience by way of avoiding claims about their peers' circumstances. By mentioning their experience, clients concurrently provide a basis for the challenge and claim belongingness to the same social group, thereby reducing the disaffiliative implications of their challenges.
Discussion
Social influence has been a central topic in social psychology from its inception. It is encapsulated in Allport's (1985: 3) definition of the field as "the attempt to understand and explain how the thoughts, feelings, and behaviors of individuals are influenced by the actual, imagined, or implied presence of other human beings." Typically, social psychologists have explained social influence with reference to how recipients cognitively process message-based persuasion and other forms of influence (Petty and Briñol 2008; Wood 2010) . This line of inquiry has been somewhat silent to how people practically realize influence through social actions at the ground level of their conversational interactions.
The study reported here shows how it is possible to explore social influence from a different perspective, using conversation analysis. Rather than trying to infer the cognitive processes of message recipients, I focused on the structure and function of communicative practices that speakers use to exert social influence. I examined TC group meetings for people recovering from drug misuse-a setting where influencing people's perspectives is an especially consequential activity-and focused on how clients challenge their peers'
perspectives on their own experiences. Through close examination of when, within their interactions, TC clients use specific communicative practices and how they design them, I
identified situated choices they make by selecting a practice-an utterance referencing the self or I-challenge-over other available practices to implement the social action of challenging a peer. Rather than explaining these choices with reference to how TC clients might orient to (e.g., anticipate) their peers' cognitive responses, I proposed that TC clients design their actions by taking into consideration constraints associated with the very nature of the social activity in which they engage-challenging a peer's perspective-and the practical problems that it raises.
This perspective augments existing social psychological notions of influence with insights on the social organization of influence as a practical activity in which people engage in their interpersonal interactions.
The findings suggest that there are at least two broad approaches to influencing other people's perspectives: direct versus indirect. TC clients implement a direct approach to influence when they claim to know about aspects of their peers' experiences and associated meanings and feelings (see extract 2). With the indirect approach-embodied in the Ichallenge-clients make claims about a different matter (i.e., not about their recipients' experiences) in a way that carries implications for how recipients can make sense of their own experiences (cf. Pino 2016a).
The demarcation between direct and indirect approaches to influence does not only apply to challenges but to other social actions as well. For example, in the case of requests for assistance, people can directly nominate a recipient to perform a particular action; alternatively, they can report a need or a desire and leave it to recipients to volunteer assistance (Kendrick and Drew 2016; Pino 2016c) . With these approaches, speakers establish different social expectations for recipient responses, and they also propose different kinds of social relationships in the moment-by-moment unfolding of speaker-recipient interactions.
The two approaches to influence have received some attention within interventionist approaches to social influence-a popular example being nudge theory (Thaler and Sunstein 2009) . Within that framework, the direct approach to influence translates into promoting behavioral changes through injunctions or restrictions of people's options for action. The indirect approach translates into designing physical spaces and social environments in ways that maximize the probability of desired behavioral outcomes. In this article, I have shown that speakers orient to the availability of these two approaches, their interactional consequences, and their relational implications at the ground level of their conversational exchanges. With Ichallenges, TC clients make available a resource-their own experience-that recipients can use to modify their own perspectives without inviting them to do so. TC clients thereby "design" conversational environments that can be conducive to a certain behavioral outcome without formally soliciting it. These findings also support and substantiate Thomas Gordon's early intuition about the different affordances and implications of I-messages as opposed to you-messages.
The findings resonate with the social psychological notion that ensuring satisfactory relations with others is a powerful motive driving how people respond to social influence (Wood, 2000) . Social psychologists have mainly used this notion to explain how recipients respond to social influence. By contrast, my results suggest that a concern with maintaining affiliative relationships is already observably embodied in the ways in which speakers design their actions for their recipients. With I-challenges, TC clients claim belongingness to the same social group as their peers (Arminen 2004) , thereby reducing the disaffiliative relational implications associated with challenging a peer's perspective. Additionally, I have shown that speakers' situated choice to employ I-challenges is a way of addressing a problem of experience (Heritage 2011) raised by the activity of challenging others; this had not been previously described in the social psychological literature on influence. In the context examined here, speakers have a particular way of maintaining positive relations with others; they avoid making claims about matters over which their recipients may justifiably claim superior knowledge (cf. Pino 2016a).
This study has some limitations that invite caution when interpreting its findings. It is confined to one particular institutional setting; therefore, future research should explore the extent to which the findings extend to other institutional and mundane settings. Since the study did not elicit participants' thoughts after recording their interactions, there is no way of knowing whether their perspectives shifted as a result of being exposed to I-challenges. Despite these limitations, the study findings point to the power of first-person talk in conveying social influence. It also exemplifies how conversation analysis can be used to address a central topic in social psychology by examining people's practices for managing real problems in real time as well as the situated understandings that they make available to each other in the course of their naturally occurring interactions.
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Notes
1. In this study, influence is broadly defined as an activity whereby a speaker aims to bring about some change in a recipient's behaviors. Perspective is defined as a way of assessing or
